If these views are all which can be said or primarily what m I am of all women most miserable. I face a terrible dilemm day whom you will serve: the God of the fathers or the God the God of the fathers, then the Bible supplies models for y God of sisterhood, then you must reject patriarchal religion an models to claim your freedom." Yet I myself perceive neither w between biblical faith and Women's Liberation. The more I pa Movement, the more I discover my freedom through the appro symbols. Old and new interact. Let me not be misunders Hebrew literature comes from a male dominated society. I kn religion is patriarchal, and I understand the adverse effects of women. I know also the dangers of eisegesis. Nevertheless, I
intentionality of biblical faith, as distinguished from a gene biblical religion, is neither to create nor to perpetuate patriar function as salvation for both women and men. The Women's when it dismisses the Bible as inconsequential or condemns it rejecting Scripture women ironically accept male chauvinistic thereby capitulate to the very view they are protesting. But th to reread (not rewrite) the Bible without the blinders of Israel Barth, Bonhoeffer, and a host of others.7 The hermeneut translate biblical faith without sexism.
THEMES DISAVOWING SEXISM
One approach to translation is through themes which implicitly disavow sexism. Israel's theological understanding of Yahweh is such a theme. Here is a deity set apart from the fertility gods of the ancient Near East; a deity whose worship cannot tolerate a cult of sexuality; a deity described as one, complete, whole, and thus above sexuality (cf. Deut 6:4). To be sure, the masculine pronoun regularly denotes this God, but just as faithfully the Hebrew Scriptures proclaim that Yahweh is not a male who requires a female. There is no hieros tress Press, 1966 ; Madeleine Boucher, "Some Unexplored Parallels to 1 Cor 11, 11-12 and Gal 3, 28: The NT on the Role of Women," Catholic Biblical Quarterly, January, 1969, pp. 50-58 . For efforts to exonerate Paul, see Robert C. Campbell, "Women's Liberation and the Apostle Paul," Baptist Leader, January, 1972; Robin Scroggs, "Paul: Chauvinist or Liberationist?", The Christian Century, March 15, 1972, pp. 307-309; ibid ., "Paul and the Eschatological Woman," Journal of the American Academy of Religion, Vol. XL, No. 3 (September, 1972) , pp. 283-303; G. B. Caird, "Paul and Women's Liberty,"
Bulletin of the John Rylands Library, Vol. 54, No. 2 (Spring, 1972), pp. 268-281. 'Happily, the paradigm in Josh. 24:14-15 resolves the predicament. It poses a choice between competing gods only if the people are unwilling to serve Yahweh.
7Cf. Peggy Ann Way, "An Authority of Possibility for Women in the Church," Women's Liberation and the Church edited by Sarah Bentley Doely, New York: Association Press, 1970, pp. 78-82. , 1968, pp. 47-127, 249-254. 1'Gen. 21:19, 24:11, 13-20, 43-46; Exod. 2:16ff; I Sam. 9:11; I Kings 17:10. "Exod. 17:1-7; Num. 20:2-13; Neh. 9:15. 1Prov. 31:14-15; Gen. 18:6; 27:9, 14; cf. II Sam. 13:7-10. *1Exod. 16:4-36; Num. 11; Neh. 9:15; cf. Deut. 32:13-14; Hos. 11:4; Psalm 36:8; 81:10, 16 A third theme disavowing sexism is corporate personality.27 All are embraced in the fluidity of transition from the one to the many and the many to 116; Bishop C. Kilmer Myers, United Church Herald, January, 1972, p. 14; Albert J. duBois, "Why I Am Against the Ordination of Women," The Episcopalian, July, 1972, p. 22. ' For instance, the exodus theme is not a paradigm for "leaving home" and developing a community without models (so Mary Daly, "The Spiritual Revolution: Women's Liberation as Theological Re-education," Andover Newton Quarterly, March, 1972, p. 172f .) The Exodus itself is a return home, with its models drawn from the traditions of the Fathers (e.g., [6] [7] [8] T6pelmann, 1936, pp. 49-62. the one. Though Israel did not apply this principle specifically women, in it she has given us a profound insight to appropriate of the daughter of my people is my heart wounded," says Jere the extent that women are enslaved, so too men are enslaved. Th one individual or one group is the oppression of all individuals Solidarity marks the sexes. In sexism we all die, both victim liberation we all live equally as human beings.
EXEGESIS: GENESIS 2-3
Another approach to translation is the exegesis of passages specifically concerned with female and male. With its focus on the concrete and the specific, this method complements and checks the generalizing tendencies of themes. Hence, I propose to investigate briefly the Yahwist story of creation and fall in Genesis 2-3. Many feminists reject this account because they accept the traditional exegesis of male supremacy. But interpretation is often circular. Believing that the text affirms male dominance and female subordination, commentators find evidence for that view. Let us read with an opposing concern: Does the narrative break with patriarchy? By asking this question, we may discover a different understanding.
Ambiguity characterizes the meaning of 'adham in Genesis 2-3. On the one hand, man is the first creature formed (2:7). The Lord God puts him in the garden "to till it and keep it," a job identified with the male (cf. 3:17-19).
On the other hand, 'adham is a generic term for humankind. In commanding 'adham not to eat of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil, the Deity is speaking to both the man and the woman (2:16-17). Until the differentiation of female and male (2:21-23), 'adham is basically androgynous: one creature incorporating two sexes.
Concern for sexuality, specifically for the creation of woman, comes last in the story, after the making of the garden, the trees, and the animals. Some commentators allege female subordination based on this order of events.28 They contrast it with Genesis 1:27 where God creates 'adham as male and female in one act.29 Thereby they infer that whereas the Priests recognized the equality of the sexes, the Yahwist made woman a second, subordinate, inferior sex.30 But 'E.g., Elizabeth Cady Stanton observed that Gen. 1:26-28 "dignifies woman as an important factor in the creation, equal in power and glory with man," while Gen. 2 "makes her a mere afterthought" (The Woman's Bible, Part I, New York: European Publishing Company, 1895, p. 20 She shall be called 'ishshah (woman) because she was taken out of 'ish (man). (2:23) The pun proclaims both the similarity and the differentiation of female and male.
Before this episode the Yahwist has used only the generic term 'adham. No exclusively male reference has appeared. Only with the specific creation of womwords, sexuality is simultaneous for woman and man. The sexes are interrelated and interdependent. Man as male does not precede woman as female but happens concurrently with her. Hence, the first act in Genesis 2 is the creation of an ('ishshah) occurs the first specific term for man as male ('ish). In other androgyny (2:7) and the last is the creation of sexuality (2:23). A further observation secures the argument: Woman itself is not a name. It is a common noun; it is not a proper noun. It designates gender; it does not specify person. 'Adham recognizes sexuality by the words 'ishshah and 'ish.
This recognition is not an act of naming to assert the power of male over female.
text, and I take refuge among a remnant of ancient (male) Quite the contrary. But the true skeptic is already asking: Wh 3:20 where "the man called his wife's name Eve"? We must wait to consider that question. Meanwhile, the words of the ancient poem as well as their context proclaim sexuality originating in the unity of 'adham. From this one (androgynous) creature come two (female and male). The two return to their original unity as 'ish and 'ishshah become one flesh (2:24):41 another instance of the ring composition.
Next the differences which spell harmony and equality yield to the differences of disobedience and disaster. The serpent speaks to the woman. Why to the woman and not to the man? The simplest answer is that we do not know. The
Yahwist does not tell us anymore than he explains why the tree of the knowledge of good and evil was in the garden. But the silence of the text stimulates speculations, many of which only confirm the patriarchal mentality which conceived them. Cassuto identifies serpent and woman, maintaining that the cunning of the serpent is "in reality" the cunning of the woman.42 He impugns her further by declaring that "for the very reason that a woman's imagination surpasses a man's, it was the woman who was enticed first." Though more gentle in his assessment, von Rad avers that "in the history of Yahweh-religion it has always been the women who have shown an inclination for obscure astrological cults" (a claim which he does not document).4 Consequently, he holds that the woman "confronts the obscure allurements and mysteries that beset our limited life more directly than the man does," and then he calls her a "temptress." Paul Ricoeur says that woman "represents the point of weakness," as the entire story "gives evidence of a very masculine resentment."44 McKenzie links the "moral weakness" of the woman with her "sexual attraction" and holds that the latter ruined both the woman and the man.45 But the narrative does not say any of these things. It does not sustain the judgment that woman is weaker or more cunning or more sexual than man. Both have the same Creator, who explicitly uses the word "good" to introduce the creation of woman (2:18). Both are equal in birth.
" Verse 24 probably mirrors a matriarchal society (so von Rad, Genesis, p. 83). If the myth were designed to support patriarchy, it is difficult to explain how this verse survived without proper alteration. Westermann contends, however, that an emphasis on matriarchy misunderstands the point of the verse, which is the total communion of woman and man (op. cit., p. 317). "U. Cassuto, A Commentary on the Book of Genesis, Part I, Jerusalem: The Magnes Press, n.d., p. 142f.
avon Rad, op. cit., pp. 87-88. "Ricoeur departs from the traditional interpretation of the woman when he writes: "Tve n'est donc pas la femme en tant que "deuxibme sexe"; toute femme et tout homme sont Adam; tout homme et toute femme sont eve." But the fourth clause of his sentence obscures this complete identity of Adam and Eve: "toute femme peche "en" Adam, tout homme est seduit "en" kve." By switching from an active to a passive verb, Ricoeur makes only the woman directly responsible for both sinning and seducing. independently. By contrast the man is a silent, passive, and bland recipient: "She also gave some to her husband and he ate." The narrator makes no attempt to depict the husband as reluctant or hesitating. The man does not theologize; he does not contemplate; he does not envision the full possibilities of the occasion. His one act is belly-oriented, and it is an act of quiescence, not of initiative. The man is not dominant; he is not aggressive; he is not a decision-maker.
Even though the prohibition not to eat of the tree appears before the female was specifically created, she knows that it applies to her. She has interpreted it, and now she struggles with the temptation to disobey. But not the man, to whom the prohibition came directly (2:6). He follows his wife without question or comment, thereby denying his own individuality. If the woman be intelligent, sensitive, and ingenious, the man is passive, brutish, and inept. These character portrayals are truly extraordinary in a culture dominated by men. I stress their contrast not to promote female chauvinism but to undercut patriarchal interpretations alien to the text.
The contrast between woman and man fades after their acts of disobedience.
They are one in the new knowledge of their nakedness (3:7). They are one in hearing and in hiding. They flee from the sound of the Lord God in the Garden (3:8). First to the man come questions of responsibility (3:9, 11), but the man fails to be responsible: "The woman whom Thou gavest to be with me, she gave me fruit of the tree, and I ate" (3:12). Here the man does not blame the woman; he does not say that the woman seduced him;47 he blames the Deity. The " See Bailey, op. cit., p. 148. " So Westermann (op. cit., p. 340), contra Gunkel. verb which he uses for both the Deity and the woman is ntn (cf. 3:6) as I can determine, this verb neither means nor implies seduction in th or in the lexicon. Again, if the Yahwist intended to make woman the t he missed a choice opportunity. The woman's response supports the p serpent beguiled me and I ate" (3:13). Only here occurs the strong ver meaning to deceive, to seduce. God accepts this subject-verb combinat immediately following the woman's accusations, Yahweh says to the s "Because you have done this, cursed are you above all animals" (3:1 Though the tempter (the serpent) is cursed,"4 the woman and the not. But they are judged, and the judgments are commentaries on the effects of their shared disobedience. They show how terrible human become as it stands between creation and grace. We misread if we ass these judgments are mandates. They describe; they do not prescribe. test; they do not condone. Of special concern are the words telling th that her husband shall rule over her (3:16). This statement is not licen male supremacy, but rather it is condemnation of that very pattern.49 tion and supremacy are perversions of creation. Through disobed woman has become slave. Her initiative and her freedom vanish. The man is corrupted also, for he has become master, ruling over the one who is his Godgiven equal. The subordination of female to male signifies their shared sin.50
This sin vitiates all relationships: between animals and human beings (3:15); mothers and children (3:16); husbands and wives (3:16); man and the soil (3:17, 18); man and his work (3:19). Whereas in creation man and woman know harmony and equality, in sin they know alienation and discord. Grace makes possible a new beginning.
A further observation about these judgments: They are culturally conditioned.
Husband and work (childbearing) define the woman; wife and work (farming) define the man. A literal reading of the story limits both creatures and limits the story. To be faithful translators, we must recognize that women as well as men move beyond these culturally defined roles, even as the intentionality and function of the myth moves beyond its original setting. Whatever forms stereotyping takes in our own culture, they are judgments upon our common sin and disobedience. The suffering and oppression we women and men know now are marks of our fall, not of our creation.
It is at this place of sin and judgment that "the man calls his wife's name The woman is the garden (4:10-15), and to the garden her 6:2, 11). Together they enjoy this place of sensuous delight. M their garden, trees pleasant to the sight and good for food:54 7:8; 8:5), the fig tree (2:13), the pomegranate (4:3, 13 (5:15), the palm (7:8) and "all trees of frankincense" ( pleasure as does the abundance of fruits, plants, and flowers: t (2:1), the lotus (2:1f, 16; 4:5; 5:13; 7:2), the mandrake (7 (2:12, 13; 4:13, 16; 6:11). Fountains of living water enhance (4:12, 15), inviting comparisons with the subterranean str earth (Gen. 2:6) and with the rivers flowing out of Eden to w (Gen. 2:10-14).
Animals inhabit two gardens. In the first they were forme birds, and received their names. As foils they participated in woman and provided a context for the total joy of 'ish and 'ish their names become explicit as does their contextual and meta tion in the encounters of lovers. The woman describes her m My beloved is like a gazelle hear of kings (1:9; 3:7; 4:4) and warriors (3:7; 6:4); queens, maidens (6:8, 9); watchmen (3:3; 5:7) and merchants (3:6) sisters (8:8), mothers (6:9; 8:1, 2, 5), and companions male (2:2, 7). Paradise expands to civilization. History, like natu the encounter of the sexes.
Parental references merit special attention. Seven times th mother, but not once do they mention father.57 The man ca special child of the mother who bore her (6:9), even as th travail of the mother who bore him (8:5). This concern w reminiscent of the theme of creation in Genesis 2. In yearni with her lover, the woman wishes he were a brother nursing a mother (8:1). But these traditional images do not exhaust mother. It is his mother who crowns Solomon on the day of h The female lover identifies her brothers as sons of her mother
(1:6). And most telling of all, the woman leads her lover her mother" (3:4; 8:2). Neither the action nor the phras archy.58 This strong matriarchal coloring in the Song of primeval man leaving his father and his mother to cleave to h cf. Gen. 24:28; Ruth 1:8).
Like Genesis 2, Canticles affirms mutuality of the sexes. T dominance, no female subordination, and no stereotyping woman is independent, fully the equal of the man. Her inter words defy the connotations of "second sex." Unlike the firs is not a wife. Her love does not include procreation.59 At tim proaches her, and at other times she initiates their meetings man moves vigorously and quickly over the hills and mountain window. He calls her to join him outside:
Arise, my love, my fair one and come away; for lo, the winter is past, the rain is over and gone (2:10,11).
Next the woman actively seeks the man (3:1-4). Upon her bed She rises to search in the streets and squares. Her movements She does not work in secret or in shame. She asks help of the "Have you seen him whom my nephesh loves?" Finding hi securely: SCook, op. cit., p. 103. ' Cf. de Vaux, op. cit., p. 20f . " It is a moot question whether or not procreation is implied in the relationship of the primeval couple before their fall. Certainly it is not specified. Von Rad holds that "one flesh" (Gen. 2:24) signifies progeny (op. cit., p. 824 Let us stress that these lovers are not the primeval couple living before the advent of disobedience. Nor are they an eschatological couple, as Karl Barth would have us believe.62 They live in the "terror of history" (Eliade) but their love knows not that terror. To be sure, the poetry hints of threats to their Paradise. If the first garden had its tree and its serpent, the second has its potential dangers too. There is the sterile winter now past (2:11); the little foxes which spoil the vineyards (2:15); the anger of the brothers (1:6);63 a knowledge of jealously (8:6); and the anxiety of the woman seeking her beloved, finding him not (3:1-4; 5:6-8; 6:1), and suffering at the hands of the watchmen (5:7). In addition, death threatens eroticism even as it haunted creation (Gen 2:17); 3:3, 4, 19). But all these discordant notes blend into the total harmony of love.
phrase means sexual intercourse (Genesis, HAT, G6ttingen, Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht, 1902, p. 10 In many ways, then, Song of Songs is a midrash on Genesis 2-3.64 By variations and reversals it creatively actualizes major motifs and themes of the primeval myth. Female and male are born to mutuality and love. They are naked without shame; they are equal without duplication. They live in gardens where nature joins in celebrating their oneness. Animals remind these couples of their shared superiority in creation as well as of their affinity and responsibility for lesser creatures. Fruits pleasing to the eye and to the tongue are theirs to enjoy.
Living waters replenish their gardens. Both couples are involved in naming; both couples work. If the first pair pursue the traditional occupations for women and men, the second eschews stereotyping. Neither couple fits the rhetoric of a male dominated culture. As equals they confront life and death. But the first couple lose their oneness through disobedience. Consequently, the woman's desire becomes the man's dominion. The second couple affirm their oneness through eroticism. Consequently, the man's desire becomes the woman's delight. Whatever else it may be, Canticles is a commentary on Genesis 2-3.
Paradise Lost is Paradise Regained. Yet the midrash is incomplete. Even though Song of Songs is the poetry of history, it speaks not at all of sin and disobedience. Life knows no prohibitions. And most strikingly, no Deity acts in that history. God is not explicitly acknowledged as either present or absent (though eroticism itself may be an act of worship in the context of grace). Some may conclude that these omissions make the setting of Canticles a more desirable paradise than Eden. But the silences portend the limits. If we cannot return to the primeval garden (Gen. 3:23-24), we cannot live solely in the garden of eroticism. Juxtaposing the two passages, we can appropriate them both for our present concern.
CONCLUSION: A DEPATRIARCHALIZING PRINCIPLE Suffice it to conclude that the Hebrew Scriptures and Women's Liberation do meet and that their encounter need not be hostile. Contrary to Kate Millett, the biblical God is not on the side of patriarchy, and the myth of the Fall does not "blame all this world's discomfort on the female." Indeed, this myth negates patriarchy in crucial ways; it does not legitimate the oppression of women. It Song of Songs counterbalances this "undertone of melancholy" (von Rad) by showing woman and man in mutual harmony after the Fall. Love is the meaning of their life, and this love excludes oppression and exploitation. It knows the goodness of sex and hence it knows not sexism. Sexual love expands existence beyond the stereotypes of society. It draws unto itself the public and the private, the historical and the natural. It transforms all life even as life enhances it. Grace returns to female and male.65
Alongside Genesis 2-3 and the Song of Songs we place the themes of the nature of Yahweh, of the Exodus, and of corporate personality. In various ways they demonstrate a depatriarchalizing principle at work in the Hebrew Bible. Depatriarchalizing is not an operation which the exegete performs on the text. It is a hermeneutic operating within Scripture itself. We expose it; we do not impose it. Tradition history teaches that the meaning and function of biblical materials is fluid. As Scripture moves through history, it is appropriated for new settings. Varied and diverse traditions appear, disappear, and reappear from occasion to occasion. We shall be unfaithful readers if we neglect biblical passages which break with patriarchy or if we permit our interpretations to freeze in a patriarchal box of our own construction. For our day we need to perceive the depatriarchalizing principle, to recover it in those texts and themes where it is present,66 and to accent it in our translations, Therein we shall be explorers who embrace both old and new in the pilgrimage of faith. * Cook, op. cit., p. 103f. * The task of recovering the depatriarchalizing principle in Scripture has only begun. For another recent effort, see William L. Holladay, "Jeremiah and Women's Liberation," Andover Newton Quarterly, March, 1972, pp. 213-223. 
